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Docket No.: 95-308 

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

In re Application of 
KANIJRI 

Serial No.: 09/496,016 
Filed: February 01,2000 

ARRANGEMENT FOR CONTROLLING LEARNING OF LAYER 3 NETWORK 



Group Art Unit. 2697 
Examiner; HA, Yvonne Quy M. 



. T?/yr* _ _ 

' ADDRESSES IN A NETWORK SWITCH 

RESPONSE 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

in response to the non-f.nal Official Action mailed January 30, 2004, applicant hereby 

submits the following remarks. 

Reconsideration and allowance of the above-referenced application are respectfully 

requested. Claims 1- 1 1 are pending in the application. 

Claims 1-4, 7-9 and 1 ). stand rejected under 35 USC §103 in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. US 2001/004361 4 Al by Viswanadham ct al. and U.S. Patent No. 
6,580,715 to Bare. This rejection is respectfully traversed. The comments related to 
Viswanadham et al. filed November 13, 2003 are incorporated in their entirely herein by 
reference. 
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As admitted in me Officio. Action, Viswanadham fails to disclose disabling learning for 
an itoJifiM network switch port Moreover. Viswa^dham neither discloses nor suggests any 
reason why learning should be disabled on any one swi.cn port. re.ati.= to Cher switch ports 

However, claim 1 specifies that learning is disabled for "the identified « network 
,wi,ch port", nam* the « network swiKh port identified as transferring data packets between 
ft. integral network switch a* me router. Claim 9 specifies "altos, controHer conned for 
dtsablinglearning ...baaed on determining that*, OT . network switch port transfers t* da* 
packctsbetween the integrated network switch and the router." 

Bare discloses a switch to swteh protocol for network load balancing which permits 
paralW redundant paths in a network to be utihzed while .educing loops outside a ,oad balance 
domam (Abstract). In particular. Bare identifies the need to simultaneously operate redundant 
paths between switches of the network to maximize utilisation of available bandwidth (col. 5, 
„nes 44-48). Further, bare recognizes the need to identify switch pons within a common lead 

balance domain (col. 5, lines 49-57). 

Hence, Bare describes a hello protocol to determine which ports of switches within the 
network are capable of performing load balding with other switches within a load balance 
domain, and which eliminates loops oalside the load balance domain (col. 6, line 32 to col. 7, 
line 5). Packet streams are distributed across all possible paths with an effort to keep latency the 
same across all paths: paths having the lowest cost (based on latency and throughput) will have 
more traffic added than ihose with higher cost (col. 9. lines 35- 43). 

Column 5 1 , lines 1 7-42 does no! disclose or suggest the claimed disabling learning for an 
idetmned network switch port, as asserted. Rather, col. 51. Imes 17-42 desenbe deletion of a 
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associated with the coupon*,, MAC address (col. « t. 3*41). 

Convey, * deletion of a broadcast p.* a sending switch sends a broadcast M 
packet to an adjacent switch- Hie broadcast delete packet specifies the sending switch MAC 
a^ in the soutce MAC addre« field, and a prescribed B cncric load bafcnee 
^^in.hcdes.inationMACadd.ssficld. I*^-***"*--*-**' 

associated MAC addresses learned on i, iOh^n^u^^ 
thaLESd(col. 51, lines 37-42). 

However, if ft. so.ee switch isM forwarding broadcast pacVets to that swntch pen, -he 
^chis^removed from stable, and leamtng can continue (col. 5 ., lines 42-52). Hence. 

broadcast delete packet. 

^ is no disclosure o, suggestion ft. - «"—■ * — * 

of continues according «, a procedure ^ *™ *. breast operation cited 

;„ u,e omcia, AOion (see col. 47, ,ines 5-8 and cois 73-76,. Column 73, lines C0-.74, 
H„es5-n,»ndco,.7 5 ,,incs 1-24 c _vMto^^ ™r h ttH W*^ to n-SB* 
^ independent of the broadcast pa* deletion operation cited by the Examiner. 
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Hence, Bare explicitly teaches that learning is still to be performed for unicast packets. 
Hence, the piecemeal application of Bare is improper: Bare must be considered in its entirely, 
i.e., as a whole , including portions that would lead away from Lhe claimed invention (see MPEP 
2141.02 at page 2100-95 (Rev. 1, Feb. 2000) (citing W L Gore & Associates, Tnc. v. Garlock, 
Idc, 22 USPQ 303 (Fed. Cir. 1983), pert, denied, 469 U.S. 851 (1984))). 

Further, Bare makes no reference whatsoever to disabling learning based on whether a 
network switch port is connected to a router ("transferring data packets between the integrated 
network switch and a router''). 

Hence, the hypothetical combination still would neither disclose nor suggest the claimed 
features of disabling learning by the switching module of network addresses for the data packets 
transferred by the identified one network switch port (i.e„ the network switch port transferring 
data packets between the integrated network switch and the router). Rather, the hypothetical 
combination would provide no more than a multilayered switch that supports network load 
balancing across parallel redundant paths. 

Moreover, the hypothetical combination still would not address the problem of router 
traffic overwhelming an address table (see, e.g-, page 2, lines 26-31 and page 4, line 23 to page S, 
line 9 of the specification). 

An evaluation of obviousness must be undertaken from the perspective of one of ordinary 
skill in the art a ddressing the same problems addressed bv the applicant in arriving at the claimed 
invention. Kausch & Lomb. Inc. v. Barncs-Hind/ Hvdrocurvc. 23 USPQ 416, 420 (Fed. Cir. 
1986), cert, denied . 484 US 823 (1987). Thus, the claimed structures and methods cannot be 
divorced from the problems addressed by the inventor and the benefits resulting from the claimed 
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hypoxic* combination does no. even begin to address the problems contemplated by the 

W 

applicant, let alone disclose or suggest the features as claimed. 

For these and other reasons, the rejection of claims 1-4, 7-9 and 1 1 should be withdrawn. 

Claims 5, 6, and 10 stand rejected under §103 in view of Viswanadham el aL and U.S. 
PatentNo. 6,430,188 to Kadambi. This rejection is traversed. No new grounds of rejection have 
been presented. 

It is noted that this rejection does not rely on Bare as a reference. As admitted in the 
Official Action in the prior rejection of claims 1-4, 7-9 and 1 1, Viswanadham fails to disclose 
disabling learning for an jdentincd network switch port. 

Further, the rejection fails to identify how Kadambi discloses or suggests identifying one 
of the network switch ports that transfer data packeLs between the integrated network sw,lch port 
and a router, let alone disabling learning for the data packets transferred by the identified one 
network switch port. The comments regarding Kadambi submitted June 24, 2003 are 
incorporated in their entirety herein by reference. 

Hence, the rejection fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. For these and 
other reasons, the rejection of claims 5, 6, and 10 should be withdrawn. 

In V1 ew of the above, it is believed this application is in condition for allowance, and such 

a Notice is respectfully solicited. 

To the extent necessary, Applicant petitions for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R. 
1.136. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this paper, 
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j ^prc 1 n(a), to Deposit Account No, 
blading any missing or insufficient fees under 37 C-F.R. • 17W. 

50-0687, under Order No. 95-308, ww P'^- « 



Respectfully submitted, 
Manelli Denison & Scltcr, PLLC 

Leon R. Turkevjch 
Registration No. 34,035 
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